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INTRODUCTION 
Parents, teachers, and others face the never-ending 
puzzle of how to deal with children with behavior problems. 
Some children consistently behave in ways which are a prob-
lem to others around them. Some vomit. Some bite. Sone 
yell. Some throw tantrums. Some raise havoc in the class-
room. Of the many ways of working with these types of be-
havior problems, operant conditioning techniques have been 
used quite successfully in recent years. 
For example, Zimmerman & Zimmerman (1962) worked with 
an eleven year old boy whose classroom behaviors consisted 
largely of tantrums. Each time a temper tantrum occurred, 
the boy was ignored. When the tantrum ended, the experi-
menter approached the boy, talked with him, or initiated an 
activity which was appealing to him. Classroom tantrums 
were entirely extinguished after several weeks of this 
program. 
Hart, Allen, Buell, Harris, & Wolf (1964) worked with 
operant crying of two pre-school boys in a classroom situa-
tion. The youngsters were ignored when they cried, and re-
ceived immediate approving attention when they behaved more 
appropriately. Operant crying was almost eliminated within 
2 
a week with each child. When the procedure was reversed, 
crying increased. Return to the experimental procedure 
again reduced the crying. Hart, et al., concluded that 
frequent crying may be largely a function of adult attention. 
The above studies used a combination of ignoring bad 
behavior and rewarding good behavior. This approach is 
effective, but it is not the only effective way to deal with 
such behaviors. One way is to reward good behavior and 
punish bad behavior. Another way is to ignore good behavior 
and punish bad behavior. 
Hawkins, Peterson, Schweid, ~ Bijou (1966) operantly 
conditioned a four year old child's behavior in his home. 
The subject had high rates of swearing at, kicking, biting, 
hitting, and disobeying adult persons in his home. The 
mother said she was helpless. The experimenters observed 
in the family home and concluded that the mother was rein-
forcing the child's bad behaviors with attention. The 
experimenters instructed the mother to follow their hand-
gestured signals: to approve verbally good behaviors, to 
say "stop that" once for bad behaviors, and to put the boy 
in his room for at least five minutes if his bad behavior 
continued. The bad behaviors were eliminated. The procedure 
was reversed, and the bad behaviors returned. When the 
conditioning procedure was re-introduced, bad behaviors 
dropped down again. 
3 
Jensen & Womack (1967) also used a combination of 
reinforcing good behavior and punishing bad behavior. Their 
subject, a six year old boy diagnosed as autistic, spoke 
little, had temper tantrums, and exhibited stereotyped 
behaviors. His verbal responses were reinforced with 
potato chips, ice cream, and approving attention. Temper 
tantrums were punished by placing the boy in a quiet, re-
latively barren room with the door closed. No quantitative 
results were given, but Jensen & Womack reported that temper 
tantrums occurred as of ten as ten times a day during the 
baseline period, and became a rarity after several weeks of 
conditioning. 
Tyler (1967) used punishment of bad behavior alone. 
Tyler, the chief psychologist at a treatment center for 
delinquents, was asked to do something about the boys in 
one cottage who were gradually destroying their own pool 
table and equipment. Tyler set up some basic rules of be-
havior for the pool table area, and constructed a sturdy 
time-out room nearby. Any violation of the pool rules was 
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immediately followed by fifteen minutes in the time-out 
room. Cumulative records of fifteen subjects over forty 
weeks showed decreasing rates of misbehavior during punish-
ment. Tyler concluded that swift, brief confinement was a 
useful control device for such behaviors. 
A similar procedure was used by Wolf, Risley, & Mees 
(1964) to eliminate tantrum behavior of a three year old 
boy. The subject was placed in his room each time a tan-
trum started, and was allowed out only when the tantrum 
ceased. The procedure was described as being time out from 
positive reinforcement. The subject gradually had fewer 
and fewer tantrums. A similar procedure was used to elimi-
nate the boy's tantrums at bedtime, and was successful after 
six nights. Additional operant conditioning procedures were 
used to modify some of the subject's other behaviors as well. 
The theoretical background for these operant condition-
ing studies has been recorded in Bijou & Baer•s first volume 
of Child Development (1961). According to Bijou & Baer, 
operant behavior is voluntary behavior which is controlled 
by stimulus consequences. When an operant produces certain 
stimulus consequences and as a result increases in frequency, 
those stimulus events are defined as positive reinforcers, 
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or rewards. When an operant removes positive reinforcers 
and its frequency decreases, this removal of a positive 
reinforcer is one way of defining punishment. The degree 
of strength, or rate of a response before any reinforcement 
or punishment is experimentally manipulated is defined as 
the operant level of that response. Extinction occurs when 
a response rate approaches its operant level, or when it 
decreases even below its operant level (Bijou & Baer, 1961). 
According to this approach, if a child behaves in a 
manner which is positively reinforced, then his rate of be-
havior would increase. If a child behaves in a manner which 
is punished, then this behavior would decrease. Hawkins, 
et al., (1966) felt that their subject's tantrum behaviors 
were being reinforced by attention. To change the behaviors, 
they changed the sequence of events, so that tantrums were 
quickly followed by removal of the subject to a room alone. 
If the child was in the room, then he would not be exposed 
to the positive reinforcement of attention. This time-out 
from reinforcement could be called punishment if the sequence 
of tantrum followed by time-out led to a decrease in the 
number of tantrums. Hawkins, et al., achieved such results. 
A similar analysis would account for the results of the 
other studies mentioned here. 
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The pr3sent experiment was similar in many ways to the 
ones mentioned above. A child was behaving disruptively in 
his classroom. He had a high rate of yelling, rocking, 
hitting, and hand-play. He had a low rate of attending and 
giving correct responses. The purpose of the study was to 
try to decrease the rates of yelling, rocking, hitting, and 
hand-play, and to try to increase the rates of attending and 
giving correct responses. Several days of observation show-
ed that the boy was largely ignored when he paid attention, 
but received a great deal of attention when he became dis-
ruptive. The experimenter felt that more than likely the 
boy's disruptive behaviors were being reinforced by the 
classroom staff's attention, and that his attending was be-
ing extinguished. It was hypothesized that (a} if attending 
and correct responses were followed by approving attention 
from the staff, then the rates o~ attending and giving cor-
rect responses would significantly increase; (b) if yelling, 
rocking, and hitting were inunediately followed by a conunand 
to stop, or by placement in a time-out room, then the rates 
of those behaviors would significantly decrease; and (c} if 
the above conditioning procedures were dropped, then the 
rates of all behaviors under study would return toward their 
operant levels. 
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METHOD 
Subject 
The subject was Joe, a thirteen year old boy who at-
tended the Nellie Burke School in Ellensburg, Washington. 
For over a year, Joe, a foster child, had been on the emer-
gency waiting list for admittance to Lakeland Village, an 
institution for the mentally retarded. Joe was observed 
for three weeks in his classroom. When one of the classroom 
staff was working with him, Joe's behavior was acceptable. 
However, he spent a large amount of time yelling, rocking, 
playing with his hands, and hitting others if no one worked 
with him. He frequently became so disruptive and noisy that 
he was sent out of the classroom to play outside. The in-
structress of the school said that Joe's behaviors were so 
disruptive that he was almost beyond qualification to be in 
her special class, which consisted of twelve students la-
beled trainable mental retardates. Joe had no apparent 
physical disability. No diagnostic record was available. 
Apparatus 
The experiment took place in the Nellie Burke School 
classroom. A light green plywood time-out enclosure, three 
feet square and six feet high, was located in the hall 
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outside the classroom. The enclosure was open on one side. 
This open side was slid up against the wall to complete the 
four sides of the enclosure. The subject sat on a standard 
metal folding chair in the enclosure, facing the wall. The 
hall was illuminated by a 75-watt frosted bulb, located 
about six feet away from the time-out enclosure. 
Observation took place through a regular glass window, 
30 inches high and 60 inches long, between the hall and the 
classroom. An electric clock with a 12 inch face and a 
sweep second hand was used as a time reference for the ob-
servations. It was located in the classroom, directly op-
posite and 26 feet away from the observation window. The 
experimenter signaled to the staff in the classroom by tapping 
on the window with a ball-point pen. Observations were mark-
ed on record sheets ruled off in 15 second blocks. 
Procedure 
After several days of initial observations, some of 
Joe's behaviors and the staff's responses were defined. 
Since some of the behaviors occurred at very rapid rates, 
15 second intervals during which behaviors occurred were 
recorded instead of the actual frequency of the behaviors. 
Thus, if a behavior occurred once or a dozen times in 15 
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seconds, only one tally mark was placed in the block for that 
behavior during that particular 15 second interval. The 
total number of tally marks at the end of an observation 
period reflected the total number of 15 second intervals 
during which a behavior occurred at least once. 
Yelling was defined as any loud sound which was not 
meaningful, such as bing-bing, owoo, and rahhh. Hand-play 
was defined as any movement which brought Joe's hands to-
gether with an interplay of fingers. Rocking was defined 
as any complete backward and forward movement of the upper 
half of Joe's body. Hitting was defined as any slapping 
movement which contacted another person's body. Refusing 
was defined as any sequence in which Joe was asked to do 
something, and he shook his head, said "no," or walked away. 
Attending was defined as any participation in a class ac-
tivity or when Joe's eyes were directed toward the instruc-
tress or toward one of the other students while they were 
responding to the instructress. A correct response was de-
fined as correctly answering a question or doing what he was 
asked to do. Positive reinforcement was defined as when any 
staff member approached Joe, smiled at him, said "good, Joe," 
or worked individually with him. Punishment was defined as 
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time spent in the time-out room. When a staff member said 
"stop" to Joe, that was also recorded. 
An undergraduate assistant worked with the experimenter 
throughout the study. The assistant observed daily from 
about 10:00 A.M. to 10:55 A.M., and from about 12:30 P.M. 
to 1:30 P.M. However, the assistant's observation periods 
varied widely from day to day. The experimenter observed 
daily from 10:45 A.M. to 11:45 A.M. During the times both 
the experimenter and the assistant were observing, they stood 
side by side at the observation window. The observers did 
not interact with the class in any way. 
The operant levels of Joe's behaviors were recorded 
for 11 days. Conditioning lasted 20 days. Reversal lasted 
eight days, as did re-conditioning. Prior to the beginning 
of each phase, the experimenter met with the Nellie Burke 
School classroom staff and explained the entire program to 
them. In addition, each day the experimenter left a brief 
note to the classroom staff, complimenting them on their 
success and telling them the day's results. 
During conditioning, whenever Joe attended or made a 
correct response, the experimenter tapped once on the ob-
servation window, and one of the staff would reinforce Joe. 
Whenever Joe yelled, rocked, or hit, the experimenter tapped 
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twice on the window, and one of the staff would say "Stop 
(yelling, rocking, or hitting), Joe." If Joe stopped within 
five seconds of the conunand to stop, no further interaction 
occurred. When Joe didn't stop within five seconds, the 
experimenter tapped three times on the window. The staff 
member who said "stop" would then say to Joe, "You didn't 
stop, so you have to go to the time-out room," and would 
quickly escort Joe out of the classroom and into the time-
out room without further comment. Joe was left in the time-
out room for five minutes. However, if he was noisy at the 
end of five minutes, he was left in until he had been quiet 
for one minute. When the five minutes were up, the experi-
menter tapped on the window once, and the same staff member 
who placed Joe in the time-out room would come and get him, 
saying "You may come back in now." 
Although hand-play was defined as one of the unde-
sirable behaviors, it was never punished by itself. When 
hand-play and rocking occurred together, rocking was punish-
ed. When hand-play and attending occurred together, attend-
ing was reinforced. 
Conditioning was in effect only when the experimenter 
was present and giving signals. The staff were instructed 
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to behave toward Joe as usual during the times the experi-
menter was not there, and at all times during reversal. 
Conditioning was not in effect when the assistant observed 
alone. 
RESULTS 
Although the experimenter and the assistant both ob-
served the subject for 47 days, their observations over-
lapped on only 31 days, an average of about six minutes of 
overlap a day. The inter-rater reliability for these six 
minute overlaps for 31 days was r = .969. This was cal-
culated by comparing the six minute totals of each event 
over 31 days between the experimenter and the assistant. 
From the experimenter's observations, means of events 
for each phase of the experiment are presented in Table 1. 
Results of t tests are presented in Table 2. Cumulative 
records of the experimenter's observations of yelling, hand-
playing, rocking, hitting, and attending are presented in 
Figures 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. 
Yelling occurred a mean of 45 15-second intervals an 
hour during the operant phase. Yelling decreased signi-
ficantly (t = 7.550, df = 29, .E ~ .001) to a mean of four 
intervals during the conditioning phase. It increased 
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TABLE 1 
Mean Number of 15-second Intervals during which Events 
occurred per 60-minute Period: Experimenter's Results 
Event Operant Conditioning Reversal Re-conditioning 
Yelling 45 4 49 1 
Hand-play 59 30 66 11 
Rocking 49 3 35 0 
Hitting 17 2 16 1 
Refusing 1 1 1 1 
Attending 89 97 75 143 
Correct 7 8 4 6 
Reward 21 97 64 143 
Stop 2 7 1 l 
Time-out 0 11 0 4 
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TABLE 2 
Results of t tests on Experimenter's Observations 
Response Operant vs. Conditioning Reversal vs. 
conditioning vs. reversal re-conditioning 
df = 29 df = 26 df = 14 
t-value 
.E t-value .E t-value .E 
Yelling 7.550 <:.001 5.113 < .001 5.505 < .001 
Hand-play 4.515 L... .001 3.664 < .001 5.661 ( .001 
Rocking 4.821 .(.001 4.040 < .001 4.441 .(_ . 001 
Hitting 3.562 £... 001 3.988 < .001 4.297 <.. • 001 
Attending .461 L .35 1. 367 < .1 5.612 <... .001 
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significantly (t = 5.113, df - 26, .E .t:.. .001) to a mean of 49 
during the reversal phase. During the re-conditioning phase, 
yelling decreased significantly (t = 5.505, df = 14, .E < .001) 
to a mean of one. 
Hand-play occurred during a mean of 59 15-second in-
tervals an hour during the operant phase. It decreased 
significantly (t = 4.515, df = 29, .E < .001) to a mean of 
30 during the conditioning phase. It increased significantly 
(t = 3.664, df = 26, .E < .001) to a mean of 66 during rever-
sal.. During re-conditioning, hand-play decreased signifi-
cantly (t = 5.661, df = 14, .E < .001) to a mean of 11. 
The operant level of rocking was 49. Rocking decreased 
significantly (t = 4.821, df = 29, .E < .001) to a mean of 
three during conditioning. During reversal, rocking in-
creased significantly (t = 4.040, df = 26, .E <..001) to a 
mean of 35. During re-conditioning, rocking decreased 
significantly (t = 4.441, df = 14, .E < .001) to a mean of 
zero. 
The operant level of hitting was a mean of 17. During 
conditioning, it decreased significantly (t = 3.562, df = 29, 
.E < .001) to a mean of two. During reversal, hitting in-
creased significantly (t = 3.988, df = 26, .E .<:::.001) to a 
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TABLE 3 
Mean Number of 15-second Intervals during which.Events 
occurred per 60-minute Period: Assistant's Results 
Event Operant Conditioning Reversal Re-conditioning 
Yelling 36 4 23 16 
Hand-play 18 9 18 9 
Rocking 10 5 11 8 
Hitting 10 6 19 3 
Refusing 6 1 1 0 
Attending 40 69 53 103 
Correct 1 2 0 0 
Reward 15 58 56 89 
Stop 0 1 0 0 
Time-out 0 0 0 0 
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mean of 16. During re-conditioning, hitting dropped signifi-
cantly (t = 4.297, df = 14, B<::°-OOl) to a mean of one. 
Attending increased slightly but not significantly 
(t = .461, df = 29, B < . 35) from an operant level of 89 to 
a conditioning level of 97. Attending decreased (t = 1.367, 
df = 26, B<(_.1) to 75 during reversal. It significantly in-
creased (t = 5.612, df = 14, B< .001) to a mean of 143 
during re-conditioning. 
The assistant's observations were not analyzed with 
t tests or cumulative records because he observed at dif-
ferent times of the day and for different lengths of time, 
ranging from 18 minutes one day to 70 minutes another day. 
The assistant's observations, expressed in means of each 
event for each phase of the experiment are presented in 
Table 3. Table 3 was derived by finding the average number 
of events per minute for each observation period, then mul-
tiplying that average by 60, to yield a projected total 
number of events per 60-minute period. These 60-minute 
totals were then summed, and the mean for each behavior 
during each phase of the experiment was calculated. Thus, 
Table 3 is about equivalent to Table 1. 
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Although the assistant's observations differed from 
the experimenter's observations to some degree, there were 
no contradictory results, and the trends of the means were 
in the same direction. One of the most interesting observa-
tions made by the assistant was that the classroom staff 
reinforced Joe almost four times more of ten during condi-
tioning than during the operant phase, and nearly twice as 
often during re-conditioning than during reversal. This 
occurred when the experimenter was not present and tapping 
signals. 
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DISCUSSION 
Although the inter-rater reliability was high, it 
should be interpreted with caution. First, it was cal-
culated by comparing six-minute totals of events. Second, 
during the times both the experimenter and the assistant 
observed, they stood side by side, looking through the 
same window. Thus, usually whenever the experimenter made 
a tally mark on his record sheet, the assistant made one on 
his, too. Inter-rater reliability might have been quite 
different if the observers had been separated, or at least 
had no opportunity to influence each other's observations. 
The first hypothesis, that if attending was reinforced, 
it would increase, was supported to some degree. The in-
crease from operant level to conditioning level was slight. 
A possible reason for this apparently small change may have 
been that the operant level was artificially high. This was 
because the experimenter arrived 10 minutes late during 
seven days of the operant phase. To make the total obser-
vation time always 60 minutes, the experimenter stayed 10 
minutes beyond the end of the regular observation period. 
During these last 10 minutes, the class did exercises, in 
which Joe readily participated. Thus, during the last 10 
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minutes, Joe had a maximum rate of attending. Over seven 
days, these 70 minutes of attending were probably enough to 
push the average a bit higher than it should have been. 
When the experimenter observed during the regular observa-
tion periods, the class was not doing exercises. 
The third hypothesis in regard to attending was sup-
ported. The rate of attending dropped down even below its 
operant level. Furthermore, the rate of attending signifi-
cantly increased during re-conditioning. There is a chance 
that if consistent observation periods were used throughout 
the operant phase, then both hypotheses would have been more 
strongly supported. 
The changes in yelling, rocking, and hitting all 
strongly supported the hypotheses throughout each phase of 
the experiment. In addition, hand-play also changed sig-
nificantly through each phase, even though hand-play alone 
was never followed with a command to stop or with placement 
in the time-out room. Many times, however, hand-play occurred 
simultaneously with rocking or yelling, which were punished. 
This decrease in hand-play could be interpreted as generalized 
extinction, because other behaviors which occurred with it 
were punished. In a way, attending was also partially 
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extinguished during the first seven days of conditioning. 
This occurred on many occasions when Joe sang and rocked at 
the same time. Singing was "attending," but Joe was sent 
to the time-out room for rocking. He stopped singing for 
several days, but gradually resumed singing without rocking. 
This temporary generalized extinction of some attending be-
haviors would also account for the not particularly signifi-
cant increase in the mean of attending during conditioning. 
The important result was that when three disruptive behaviors 
were punished, four disruptive behaviors were reduced. But 
a hint of the complexity of behavior modification can be 
seen in the situation in which if two behaviors occur at 
once and one is punished, then both behaviors decrease. In 
some situations, then, operant conditioning is almost too 
effective. The importance of careful planning cannot be 
overemphasized. 
The results of the present study compare favorably 
with the work of Hawkins, et al., (1966), in which rein-
forced good behaviors increased and punished bad behaviors 
decreased. Another way in which the present study agreed 
with Hawkins, et al., was the difficulty with which reversal 
was carried out. Hawkins, et al., stated that the mother 
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had trouble reverting to her previous behavior patterns with 
her boy because she had new self-confidence in dealing with 
him, and because he was a more lovable, better behaved 
youngster. The Nellie Burke staff reported similar feelings 
during the reversal phase. They said it was difficult for 
them to ignore Joe when he was being such a good boy, such 
a good student. 
The results of the present study support Tyler's re-
sults and conclusion that swift, brief confinement is a 
useful control device for disruptive behaviors {Tyler, 1967). 
Since the formal hypotheses of the present study were sup-
ported, the implied hypothesis that adult attention was a 
reinforcer was also supported. Williams {1959}, Hawkins, 
et al., (1966), and Hart, et al., (1964) obtained support 
for a similar implied hypothesis. Hawkins, et al., stated 
that when their subject behaved objectionably, the mother 
would often try to interest him in some new activity by 
offering toys or food. This ''distraction" method has often 
been put forth by teachers as a preferred method for dealing 
with objectionable behavior. But operant conditioning 
theory suggests that such a procedure may tend to increase 
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the frequency of the unwanted set of responses. In a way, 
the child conditioned the parent to give him attention 
(Hawkins, et al., 1966). The present study strongly sup-
ports such an idea. 
Most of the reported studies lack statistical results 
with which to compare the present experiment. Jenson & 
Womack (1967) state that statistical analysis would be 
superfluous. However, Peringer (1966) presented some re-
sults of conditioning social interaction of a nursery school 
isolate, and the present study yielded statistically more 
favorable results than Peringer's study. 
Furthermore, the results of the present study lend 
support to the technical specifications for punishment pro-
cedures discussed by Azrin & Holz (1966) . They state that 
immediate punishment of every undesirable response is most 
effective in eliminating those responses. They also state 
that time-out from reinforcement can be a very effective 
punishment if the organism has available an alternative re-
sponse which is unpunished and which will produce reinforce-
ment. 
It would have been interesting to compare statistical 
results in studies which used a combination of ignoring bad 
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behavior and rewarding good behavior, or a combination of 
punishing bad behavior and ignoring good behavior, but no 
such statistical results were located. The experimenter 
believes that punishing bad behavior and rewarding good be-
havior works faster than ignoring bad behavior and rewarding 
good behavior, and works more efficiently than punishing bad 
behavior and ignoring good behavior. In the first case, it 
works faster because punished behavior decreases rapidly, 
while ignored bad behavior follows the characteristic ex-
tinction curve of a slight increase in bad behavior followed 
by a gradual decrease. In the second case, it works more 
efficiently because punishment alone merely temporarily 
suppresses bad behavior. When the punishing mechanism is 
removed, bad behavior returns. But when both reward and 
punishment are used, the bad behaviors suppressed with pun-
ishment are replaced with good behaviors which are reinforced. 
In time, if the good behaviors are incompatible with the bad 
behaviors, then the punishing mechanism can be removed. The 
bad behaviors will remain suppressed because of the continued 
occurrance of the rewarded good behaviors. 
In a small way, the present study supports such an 
idea. During re-conditioning, the bad behaviors were at 
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their lowest levels, attending was at its highest level, and 
the time-out room was used only about a third as often as 
during conditioning. In time, the time-out room could be 
eliminated and the bad behaviors would not likely return. 
But in Tyler's study (1967), in which good behavior was not 
specifically rewarded, if the time-out room had been removed, 
the pool equipment probably would have been quickly destroyed. 
Precisely defining responses was one of the major prob-
lems in the present study. Refusing and giving correct re-
sponses were chosen as behaviors to modify. But during the 
operant phase, it became apparent that these responses were 
dependent upon Joe's being asked to do something. Since 
Joe was not asked to do a standard number of tasks each day, 
there remained little way to determine how reward or punish-
ment effected such behaviors. The rate of refusing did not 
change throughout the experiment. Correct responses varied 
little, but varied in the hypothesized directions. However, 
little can be said about these two behaviors because of the 
lack of systematic control of antecedent conditions through-
out the study. 
Getting all the staff members to follow the experi-
mental procedures consistently was another problem. The 
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window tapping of signals helped considerably. But sometimes 
the staff gave Joe reinforcers when no signal was given. 
Some of these irregularities were controlled or minimized 
by discussing them at the staff meetings held prior to the 
beginning of each new phase, and by mentioning them in the 
daily notes to the staff. In general, the staff were very 
cooperative, and became quite enthusiastic about the project 
when they started noticing changes in Joe's behavior. 
Joe was admitted to Lakeland Village on June 13, 1967, 
shortly after the re-c:.-inditioning phase of the study was 
completed. This unexpected turn of events shortened the 
entire study, which was to include conditioning Joe's be-
haviors in his home in addition to in his classroom. How-
ever, the experimenter did observe in the home a few days. 
Probably the most characteristic pattern of behavior was 
Joe's talking in sentence fragments. The short spurts of 
disconnected words c~i.osely resembled "word salad, 11 or 
garbled speech. Joe spoke similarly at school, but this 
was not regarded as the most pressing behavior problem 
since Joe was yelling most of the time. Joe was also enure-
tic. If Joe were still at home, eliminating enuresis and 
shaping meaningful talk would make ideal projects for addi-
tional operant conditioning studies. 
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Because he was enuretic, spoke in fragments, yelled, 
and behaved inadequately in other ways, Joe's foster parents, 
who are approaching retirement age, could no longer handle 
him. Since no other foster parent could be located, Joe 
was admitted to Lakeland Village, and may remain there the 
rest of his life. About the only way he will be discharged 
is if his behavior changes enough so that he can take care 
of himself, or that some other non-institutional agency can 
take care of him. Joe will not likely change in this direc-
tion if he is ignored for being good and punished for being 
bad. Neither will he change in this direction if he is 
ignored for being good and rewarded for being bad, as was 
happening at the Nellie Burke School. The experimenter 
hopes that some day, someone will again try to work with Joe, 
and given him the opportunity to learn how to be a success-
ful non-institutionalized person. 
Joe shaped up, and was promptly shipped out to an 
institution for the mentally retarded. But the present 
study was not meaningless or futile. The experiment was 
successful: at the Nellie Burke School every attempted goal 
was achieved. Punished behaviors decreased. Rewarded be-
haviors increased. Some of the behaviors eliminated were 
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diagnostic symptoms of childhood autism. Operant condition-
ing successfully reduced or eliminated diagnostic symptoms 
of mental illness (rocking and hand-play). Then can operant 
conditioning techniques be used to eliminate other diagnostic 
symptoms? Yes, it has already been done. Mute schizophrenics 
have been conditioned to speak (Isaacs, Thomas, & Goldiarnond, 
1960) . Social isolates have been conditioned to interact 
(Peringer, 1966). Paranoid delusional talk has been ex-
perimentally reduced (Allyon & Michael, 1959). Many other 
studies of a similar nature have also been reported (Ulrich, 
Stachnik, & Mabry, 1966). Although operant conditioning 
may not be popularly or professionally embraced as a method 
of behavior modification, it works. 
Operant conditioning holds promise for use in the 
classroom, too. In the present study, the classroom staff 
were more or less amazed that Joe changed so rapidly into a 
well-behaved youngster. One of the most startling thoughts 
expressed by some of the staff was that not only did Joe be-
come better behaved, but that the staff themselves were the 
ones who conditioned Joe, and they were not psychologists 
or psychiatrists. One of the advantages of operant condi-
tioning is that it does not require a Ph.D. nor three years 
of didactic psychoanalysis to enable a person to use the 
technique successfully. Bergan & Caldwell (1967) state 
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that whatever procedure the school psychologist recommends 
to the teacher, it must be one the teacher can use. Operant 
techniques involve a set of clearly specified operations 
which can be carried out without a great deal of specialized 
training. These operations can easily be explained by the 
psychologist, and the teacher can carry them out. The 
present study, as well as a recent one by Paulson (1967), 
followed almost to the letter Bergan & Caldwell's discussion 
of the role of a consulting psychologist in instituting 
operant conditioning programs in the schools. 
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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of the present study was to operantly 
condition a 13 year old boy's classroom behavior. The 
classroom staff gave the boy approving attention when he 
paid attention or gave correct responses. Rocking, yelling, 
and hitting were followed by a command to stop or place-
ment in a time-out room. The study consisted of four 
phases; operant level, conditioning, reversal, and re-
conditioning. Attending increased significantly (p <.. .001) 
only during re-conditioning. Rocking, yelling, and hitting 
changed significantly (p <:. .001) through each phase. Hand-
play, which was not punished alone, also significantly 
changed through each phase (p < . 001) . There was no no-
ticeable change in giving correct responses. The present 
study's hypotheses were supported, and the results agreed 
with the results of other similar studies. 
